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is considered as constituting one tract. 12 City streets or alleys 
intervening, do not destroy the unity. 13 

An interesting state of facts is where one parcel has been used 
for a certain purpose, and another has been acquired with an 
intention of using it in the future for the same purpose. There 
it has been held that the doctrine will not apply unless the property 
was actually used as a unit at the time the action was begun. 14 
We submit, however, that this ruling is not in accordance with the 
doctrine that future uses to which land sought to be condemned 
is adaptable may be considered in awarding damages. 16 A con- 
trary rule would give a truer measure of damages, and exceptions 
could be made of the cases of fraud, and where the owner's 
intention to use the land for a single purpose is merely an "idle 
dream". 18 

C. W. S. 

Equity: Contempt: Proceedings for Interference in 
Foreign Jurisdiction with Local Receiver. — As a result of the 
basic principle underlying the law of receivership, that a receiver 
is an officer of the court appointing him and his possession that 
of the court, 1 it is accepted law that such court may, in a proper 
case, punish as contempt unauthorized interference with the 
receiver's possession. 2 In Strain et al v. Superior Court of Los 
Angeles County 3 the facts were these: a receiver, appointed for 
the property of a development company in Imperial County, in 
an action pending in that county (subsequently transferred to 
Los Angeles County), took possession not only of the company's 
waterworks in the first-named county but also of canals in 
Mexico, which, though not owned by the company, were operated 
in connection with its structures as an integral part of one con- 
tinuous diverting and distributing system, so that water, appro- 
priated by the company from the Colorado River, flowed through 
the company's canals to the international boundary whence it was 
conducted by the Mexican canals back again to the American line 



12 Scott v. Donora, etc. R. R. Co. (1909), 222 Pa. 634, 72 Atl. 282; 
Alabama Cent. R. R. Co. v. Musgrove (1910), 169 Ala. 424, 53 So. 1009. 

13 Streets: Union Elevator Co. v. Kansas City, etc. R. R. Co. 
(1896), 135 Mo. 353, 36 S. W. 1071; Chapman v. Oshkosh, etc. R. R. 
Co. (1873), 33 Wis. 629. Alleys: Hannibal Bridge Co. v. Schaubacher 
(1874), 57 Mo. 582. 

"White v. Metropolitan, etc. R. R. Co. (1894), 154 111. 620, 39 
N. E. 270; Sharp v. United States, supra, note 4. 

15 Boom Co. v. Patterson (1878), 98 U. S. 403, 25 L. Ed. 206, Sup. 
Ct. Rep.; St. Louis, etc., R. R. Co. v. Continental Brick Co. (1906), 198 
Mo. 698, 96 S. W. 1011. 

16 See Sharp v. United States, supra, note 4; St. Louis, etc. R. R. 
Co. v. Aubuchon, supra, note 4. 

1 Adams v. Woods (1857), 8 Cal. 306, 316; Pomeroy, Eq. Rem., 
3rd ed., § 62. 

2 Pomeroy, Eq. Rem., 3rd ed., § 163. 

3 (July 6, 1914), 48 Cal. Dec. 92. 142 Pac 62. 
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and discharged into the company's canals in Imperial County. 
With knowledge of the receiver's possession and control, cer- 
tain persons diverted water from the Mexican canal forming the 
return connection with the company's system in Imperial County. 
On certiorari to review an order of the Superior Court of Los 
Angeles County adjudging these persons guilty of contempt, the 
Supreme Court held, that inasmuch as they, the petitioners, 
though not parties to the action wherein the receiver had been 
appointed, were, nevertheless, residents within the territorial 
jurisdiction of the Superior Court when the interference occurred 
and the contempt proceedings were commenced, the Superior 
Court had not exceeded its jurisdiction in entertaining those 
proceedings, that jurisdiction not being affected by the circum- 
stance that the act of interference was committed outside the 
court's territorial jurisdiction. 

The facts of this case are unusual, and the decision apparently 
the first of its kind in California, but the doctrine invoked — that 
if there be jurisdiction of the parties, jurisdiction to punish for 
contempt is not affected by the fact that the act of interference 
with the receiver was committed outside the territorial jurisdiction 
of the court nor by the fact that the interfering persons were not 
parties to the receivership proceedings — is sound in theory and 
well supported by authority. 4 While a receiver as such has no 
power and authority, except by comity, outside the territorial 
jurisdiction of the court appointing him, 8 the question is not 
whether the orders of that court can have an extraterritorial 
operation ex proprio vigore, but whether there has been an inter- 
ference with the receiver in doing that which the court has directed 
him to do. 8 A judicial tribunal must enforce respect and obedi- 
ence to its mandates if it is to be an efficient arm of govern- 
ment, and, consequently, must protect to the utmost its appointed 
receiver in the discharge of his functions as such against the in- 
terference or obstruction of anyone, whether a party to the pro- 
ceedings in which the receivership was created or not. Moreover, 
the same reason which justifies a court in enjoining the com- 
mission of an act beyond its territorial jurisdiction by a person 
within that jurisdiction applies to contempt proceedings for inter- 
fering with a local receiver by acts done in a foreign jurisdiction. 7 

T. A. J. D. 



*Chafee v. Quidnick Co. (1881), 13 R. I. 442; Sercomb v. Catlin 
(1889), 128 111. 556, 21 N. E. 606, 15 Am. St. Rep. 147; Smith v. Hosier 
(1891), 84 Mich. 564, 47 N. W. 1092; Vermont and Canada R. R. Co. v. 
Vermont Central R. R. Co. et al. (1873), 46 Vt. 792. 

8 Ward v. Pacific Mutual etc., Ins. Co. (1901), 135 Cal. 235, 67 
Pcic 1 24 

'«Chafee v. Quidnick Co. (1881), 13 R. I. 442. 

f See Pomeroy, Eq. Juris., 3rd ed., § 428; Dehon v. Foster (1862), 
4 Allen 545. 



